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g development program of The Kamehameha Schools/Bernice P Bishop Estate. ' "f};-

The mission of KEEP is the development demonstration, and disseminationpfl

P of methods for improving the education of Hawaiian and-Part*Hawaiian o
o children. These activities are conducted at the Ka Na i Pono Research ..f
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and Demonstration School and in public classrooms in cooperation with
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- °the State Depgztment bf Education.- KEEP projects and activities involve '(_
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The analysis of oral reading -errors offers much’ promise for study of the .

reading process (Weber, 1968) ' InAparticular,roral reading error an;hysis‘
N A
may reflect the relative importance and usefulness of strategies associated

with wprious stages of readﬁng aequisition. AlthOugh they-might be particularly

N\
revealing, iew studies have explored differences in the oral reading errors

made by good and poor readers. Weber '8 (1968) review of more then 30 studies ’

Ll
v,

of oral reading errors cited only two - in this category. College students
o . -

‘ were’the subjects‘in both studies, ith test scores used to identify good

and poor*readers. Fairbanks (1937) and Swanson (1937) both found that ‘the

;rrgrs‘sf“@kod readers Earely changed - the meaning of passages, whereas the L
N ) .

errorgﬁ f poor readers often did Fairb nks also found that poor readers'

-

. madd,six times as many hesitations as good readers and corrected only 7/ of ';

i X [ R

-

their\errors, is opposed to 19/ for good readers.

*{”2\ Glay (L967 1969) studied the oral reading efrors made - by 100 New -_ ‘s
'Zhalanﬂ~chilgren,each.followed for d gear between their fifth and sixth .
=t

' birthdays.' On the basis of scores. on a word‘recognitlon test, children were

..

.categorized as High (H), High Middle (HM)% Low Middle (LM), and Low’ (L)

’_There were significant differences in- the- error ratios o the four groupS'
. T

:.the median child in the high greup made one error Jxlevery 37 29 words, as

e "

'*Thanhs’to.tou Ann' Wooddell and -Doris CrowelL*for;their’assistance and advice.
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compared to. the median child in the low group, who made one error in every

.

.

. P

_ 2,58.words. The groups also" differed in self-correction ratios, the i group

_correcting'one-in every threelerrors, the HM . group one in four, the LM group.
I . . x , _

one'in_eight,“and the b-group‘only one 1n 20 - ‘\

. ea' Weber (1970) found that students ih high and low reading groupslin two ;

first. gradé classes did not‘differ significantly in- tefms of percent of |

'grammatically acceptable oral reading errors.. However while the low group ‘

; N > 1,
= g [ v L

did not correct 58 percent of e%rors that were not grammatically acceptable,

‘the high group failed to correct only 15 percent of these errors. o
. s -
Cohen (1975) analyzed the oral reading errbrs of 50: first grade children

over 2 period of eight months.‘ In the first months both good and poor readers
‘showed many "no response errors, 0ver the eight months,wgood readers
&£ . ~ S R

:progressed from the nqresponsé'stage to one in’ which they made predominéntly

. . [
nonsense errors, and later to another characterized by many substitutions

) g

Poor readers, over the same time period, showed a slower‘increaselin nonsense

<

errors concommitant‘with an 1ncrease 1n substitutions. ‘Cohen found that'poor K

4

readers continu d to-use letter cues, while good readers apparently developed

N

.

‘an ability“to use semantic cues. -

In the present study, we 1nvestigated strategies used by good versus poor

/rreaders by analyzing thg oral reading errors'ofva group of second grade

.students. B E o

" The data collected’were,ekaminedffor information bearing on”the,followingf

. L R 2 : S ' .o e
questions: ) _— ' - : - . R

Hhxl. Are patterns of errors*ev1dent9 Significagt corgelations between

Y - - .

different categories of errors would show that the chlldren relied on certain _‘v.

~

E idéntifiable strategies in ‘dealing with difficult or uninown words The
assumption here is that the use of particular strategles will -be reflected in”

consistent patterns of error. I - R

-
RN

R
S B
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,.ﬂ 2 What are the preferred strategies of good and poor readers? Good

certain categories.\ In particular, they may differ in the extent to-which

they rely on the use of content or visuaL—phonlc cues. °

- ) i

3; When data for all children are grouped -do certain types of errors

'occur more frequently than others,and if so, what implications are there‘
\,"

e .

for improving the children s reading program7 v

L . 4(- LT - ' M'ethOdl z
/“ A study carrel with high walls on three s1des was set up against one\\' .
. ’ . 3 - . ‘,\-,,y- r
wall of a'classroom. 'The carrel was deep enough so thatfavchild seated within

L . /‘ ./.
it was not able to" see outside, and ‘could feel that he was in a separate space._

A Sony TC-110A tape recorder was placed in the oarrel. The microphone con-
nected to. the tape recorder had a- nemote switch which the children Wgre

taught to operate ' All audiotapes were made by the children sométime during

B

their regutar mornlng_reading class. ° ,“ ' ,.‘ 1 v !" LD

-

Stimulus materials “ ; .

' ﬁThe materials were stories’ taken fromthreébasal reading texts. S

~

all designed to- be read at the beginning of second grade (Mz Citz fr0m the 3

.

Bank Street Rfaders Enchanted Gates from the MacMillan Reading Program4

prepared by Harris,and Clark and More Power from the Scott—Foresman New | _
e . .

iopen.Highways_series). None of the'materials had previousiy been used in
the children s school . Each book was d1v1ded 1nto four sections, and the v
\ . . a . -~

/first and 1ast stories in each section were selected for use in. the study

The stories were retyped $0 that all would appear 1n the same typeface and .
/’

. \ ] ) -
- r, . 2 . . B .

R4

o
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5:format -and withoutsany iilustiationsd_ The‘first tWo'stdries from each bvook Y

. e .
. . t \
‘wire used . then the second two stories from all of the books,,and so Qn.- The
- s ., N /.
g pageg of the story to be read each dax were put iﬁ a three—ring binder Which

?
*

was placed in the study carrel next to the tape recorder. k' ' e
. . 4 e
In order to make an accurate comparlson between good and poor readeth
T

all children read . the sg;ne stories. 'Any given sel’ion was thus easier for

s . -
-
f ’ ~

some children to read than it was for(others, and good and poor readerS could

w -

be discriminated by their performances.‘ An alternative method is to have'

L]

the child read at his own instructional level as Cohen (1975) did ~but

\
the problem with thig_approach is that distinctions between good and poor

™ A .
readers are obscured when children.fead at their own-level. B fsx.- .

PresUmably;\when.the proper’instructional“level is determined,cevery,child

Was

- is_.an "aVerage" 3'8.(131-. ) » . \.' ‘ o ) ' o

The subjects were 15 part—Haq\iian second grade students in the tOP read-. .

b ’

~ ing group of aycombined'first and second grade three-on—two classroom.» Thlrteen

i of these children were girls, two boys. “A11 of the chlldren.were being'tlaught'm

with the Ginn 360 basal reader series. In this serids, all were reading .

I C -

ab"ye the. beginning second grade level, the lé}el'of“the texts to be read,

. »

-~

at the time the study beg?n.in-the spring.v(\\t : - . ' oo

.

Procedure i -~ ,", ! ‘
Ogghe first day of the study, the children's readlng teacher read : .

- them a set of 1nstructions that‘had been prepared‘By the-experimenter- The o

children were informed that they would be going into the\tarrel one at a tima

The
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. use of the lape nEcorderwasexplained and demonstrated by the teacher._ The

lchildren were 8180 tdid~that there wéuld be times d&!ing the. coming weeks

¢ ) - )

.

: when they would have .a chance_toalistentto the tapes.'

3

v e ’ - ' ' e
e The only specific instructions regardiné§£:ading .of - the stories concerned it

4

' dealing with unknown or difficult worls. The*children were encouraged fo. guess

‘dthe word and ffnally, 1I“they COUlJTKﬂZmake a’ guess; to skip the word and;‘—;ihf
go on.‘ The instructions»also emphasized t%ft the‘teacher would not be able toigik
help them Witﬁ any‘of thé WOde-, Ihese instructions wereAgiven to ‘ensure, an EJ:‘V
i.adequate sample of reading by each child becaua@ the children were acqustomed
6 B

to teacher prompting anﬁza:sistance, it was belieVed that they might stop ”nd }““

.sight. The.instructions were given only on the first day (data from the”first“
A\ : * 1
day were not included in the analysis) and were,not repeated although the stud

-continued for ‘two months._ S H.:-, o l' ' ' ‘;‘ : tf;or
Iwo changes were made after the study began1 First, the amount of_text was
. ) ;o ﬁ ‘ . S P

each day Second, the order theichildren followed in:taking their tur‘}
reversed during the last two of the eight weeks of the study to make ceLtain

that a sufficient number ‘of readings by children originally .at the eqd,of

. , '(. o SR R
Data collection. Only a selected portion of the story read - eachlday

’ .

-~ .

, the list was obtained

; |
‘was scored;for analy51s.. The first two sentences of‘the pagelconstituted

£ 3 s o~ T - R
‘agwarnhup, and the next <ten sentences immediately following were then' §cored
. . - . N . . i [
for errors. Errors in reading any portion of the text other than these -
‘sentences-were not’ scored. T R : i )

{Afsample of ten~defs of each'child's reading was scored’.’ Stor#es from
days on which'there were acceptable readings “from at least 10 of thé-lS

. : . 8 . . -
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- - " o _ .

. -children.were Scoredeirst. Then additional recordingsAhy<childreﬁ for whom
‘ . o - o T e ] .
there‘yas an® insufficient num r of readings'were obtained‘from tapes for'days

-
~ . .

‘on which there were: acceptable readings by the. largest number .of these ehildren‘f }
-~ a . \ M t .
Certain story readings were not deeméd acceptable “for sccring.‘\ﬂccasion—i /

\\
ally a child would skip, apparently int tionally, a number of sentences
£ .

[y
! é

vdthinthe sf“ry; a- story reading was not scbred if ﬂé:e than. two of théiten-

. {
sentences had been skipped. A few crildren mumbled and slurred words when

e . -

o reading, if more. than two sentenges.were inéudible to~the scorer, that - -story
YRGS S ) W oo

N " * E e
. reading also was‘_ not s%;:ed. 4 addition UL

. - .
of he' ten sentenCeB to i:«f"f .

~\

cut.off -bdcause of mechaﬁicél fficulties ‘of the child s
u_& d

reaching the en of th 'cassette, these readings were not used (“ R
G | e \". e . o L e . »
In order to devel P a/system for,categorizing the oral reading errors, SR

LI

g

's .'v*" &

- of errors were reta ned and more clearly defined jlements of category

.

: data from a pilot digt 'ere analyJed and the most frequently occuning categorie5\> .
it i \

: Q‘ o . ’ '
dﬂfini.tj,pns used by Biem%l]}.er (1970) y éla‘ty"’(1968) 0 Kagan (1965), \and Schale *

(1966) were’ incorporated Errors were. scored according td the\code presented

5 . . \ . S

in Table 1 The categories gre grouped according to whether the error made

»

", * v ¢ (S‘*_ ¢

Ve sﬁoys 1) use of context only, 2) use of VISual-phonic information Only, ?..

'. 5 * ‘. . : IR . / : ’ [
'3) both, or- 4) neither. ) N v Co - L
T . R U I : Y A St T
} / . B . o KT N . B . . . ot >
. . . : : e - . N R A y
T : . . . . . Tabled, ' .. e R 2
. e U o : S A ok
°5_j\,1 ' Code for Oral Reading Errors B ’ e .
v Y ~ , \ = — ‘ ) ‘ - . -
L ‘ < ‘ : <.
, Y . . ¢ ! S
N 1. Errors showing use of context only. T e -~ . X

. . , o

Meaningful substituéion ﬁ',

.»

v o -
0

PO ) The word substitutedlnakes sense in- the context'of the séntencei»

. [y

- It does not start w1th the same - l% T as the word in the text. * »
. I ~
- Example: Todaz,is Tuesdazhiread_f Today.is Wednesday.\ e
’ ) . ) K 5. DR - - A — e , '
Y A
- : +
[ ¥ s >
N . *
[ o
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¥ @istent with the context
& o I of thé 'é‘éntence is ad'ded »'Exanﬁple,t I bought ,some candy for
: ) I bought candy ‘\:" L . ) '.- , 1 J. . N ,‘._.’ ’ . o N .
N SR A ‘ S (AT
e 2. Errors show‘.lng use of visual-phonic information pnly. /)-f T ) :
-E-;‘; . T e S o T T
S ~Partia1 idéntity substitution*-nonmeanin : A ‘- E o
= 4, A RN R R v
PR ’I,'he_ vord substitute“d begins with the same let’ters ds the word in 3
'. 7 D N .

" - o by s . ..

/ i ] _.’ the text ’but doe,s not ma\ke \sense in the o text? of the_-sentence.

. > . r . o '
hd R - ﬁ. l. -
*3. Errors showing use of both cont‘e‘k? ahzl 4,1 ual—,phonic information. .
- ," . 3 B . w7

e ea. Partial ide tity substitution--meanixgggxl'- soer T 9

,,--.,- P K . . ) . i ; . . .

’ Jj o Thp Word; substituted begins. wﬁithuthe same letter as- thé word im
RO B - the text ahd also makes sense‘in the cqntext of the sentence.

. . i L lEa T g e . :
P - RS 7
T ‘Exa’mple. . Bill@i.,s here,vy_ for Bill is- home. N o

"T’ e -"r(“-,_‘_ L ~ ; . . i ‘.“_ ',-".‘, "“,_. o - - .-

EET b’ ‘Self-corrc_?ction IR SRRSO # _‘ B

) ’ T .‘ N * o ' ) * " : < i"\ - ' ' : . ) ._ . ’ ’ . i AN * L3 el

. '<’A mistake is ]Jmade and ‘then corrected or'parts.of a word ate '
: . 4 Lot s . i L K . K
= ot ' _,‘at’tqn;pted before the whole word is; read correctly.
K M - - . v l ) .. 1;'A"
\3._-& c. Re ebition W R s I
—E—— R N
Pe %ow The word in the text is read correctly first and t\hen repeated .
Stutterfs or partial re—reading‘of thefword are \not counted N )
C . ] o
_Every complete word repeated 1is cou'nteci as one err.or and scored
' . D ,only if less than a sentence repeated Repetitionyfl'lés priority e
AR 0 qr hesita,tion if both‘ 'occur -t Syt .
" T . - \ e . : 1v . ‘ . ‘ .

>.. 4. ‘Hesitation ) 7. ',n'. N

: N N Lol . : : . : .

oot . ‘ThEre is a pausg of, at, least five seconds before the word is read

. s 'but it is eventua/lly read eorrectl}" Lo o -
"4. © Errors 'showing.use of ne1the_r. S ‘ o K o _' L ..
a. " Nonmea'ningful"fsubstitutipnw o T l LS

s T -/w/ N
\)‘ v '_ . - . ,. : " . . ’.J X "_ " ‘ K.\- R . . ) . .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



The nordasubstﬂtuted does not: make sense in the context of the

- v

. Y. ; Y,
ﬁx. ' ' J =
enfence and also does not, start ‘with the same letter as g;ea

. i v "" [N
. word in the text. * N A R
- N hd -‘ ) ¥ " . . .

A e .

. - A o

; lb&«'Omission R
R e300

. . . ._’

o

.; ‘ e
. N . -
Only one error was scored for each. word‘in the text. For example, if 2

v £
)

dchild repeated e wofu more than once, only a single repetitdon was scored

..) a', St - & t - R ‘4

If difjﬁrentktypes of errors were ‘made on the same word, onl?'the first error
; .

If made:was scored. Thus, if the child made a nonmeaniﬁgful substitution and

‘-then changed his reading of the same word to a prptial identity meadingful

\ substitution, only the first error (the nonmeaningful substituEion) was

"y PP
\ . 2 v . . . o 4
o . B f o
o ) ) . . . A W

4 : .
- “scored. .4“- . L : y e R '

..ﬁ\lllEach redding was scored by two of the three persons traiped in the use of .
- . i o T ',._ K _ . "‘ e -
* the code for oral“reading errors. The protocols.were‘then compared and
oy, - . -
discrepancies resolved by discussion if the two scorers had recorded the same: -

error but disagreed on,its proper categorization, or by relistening to the . ' .

: tapes“to settle disagreements about whether’or notxan errgfr had odcurred
. ‘.<. . 1. .

'\ Data analysis. After ten samples of each student s ral reading had been -

scored the number oﬁ-errors per child in the nine categor es was computed,.‘

)
e Ee 2
. A ¢

s

/ as well as the total number of erﬂ%rs mad# Individual’SubJect s oral reading

- . : f Ly
P
s .

-errors were also converted to percentages°of total errors represented by

errors in eaéh of the: nine categor{es. ‘This. cgnversion was made in order:to

s
AR

.

. T RE
represent more accurately the performance of the children who made few’ér;ors

N T ‘ o . k ..
overall ‘ . : : S : - .

. . R .
o . - : . : o ‘ .
. : . A . . s : C S [ z »
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. "Results. and Discussion,jf
oo e s e .
'/ - ’ Te R A . ) T ,b X - i . Lo . ,V'

';»Correlations”between'categories of errors L. S . L

. A" - ' e . . g

Tota1 errors made by subjects in the nine‘categories were correlated to‘ n

*Feveak relationships among the categories. Partial Ldentity nonmeaningful T
- v e . A 5 s -
substitutions were. found %o be correlate& with errors in three categorie8°'
ER ~ . e w IR

nonmeaningful substitutions(rho— 92,\p<: 01), partial identity meaningful .

subst%tutions (rho= 71, p<: 01), aqd om1ss1ons (rho— 54, p<: 01) There SR

' was dlso a‘ziﬁh correlation between nonmeaningful substitutions and partial

o identity meaningful substitutions (r g 75, p<: 01) Another group of error-
A 2 ‘v - .
categories among whichﬁsignificant correlatiqps were found centered around

& .

hesitations which were: related to: repetitions (rho== 53, p<: 05) and .

mepningful substitutions (rho=‘52, p<: 05) '1f' '_ S }-”
. * R .

‘The kinds of errors found in the first group of categories (pagtial

identity nonmeaningful substitutions,'partial identity meaningful substi-

’ .

o . :
- tutions, nonmeaningful substitutions,’and omissions) a11 reflect absence of _

o . - A k
- 1 : ‘

the use of context cues. ﬁbn the other hand, errors in the sesond group C

»

(hesitations, repe tions, and meaningful substitutions) show effective usef‘

~

» of context. Although usevof visual—phonic information may play a part in ﬂ. .

hesitation and repetition errors, errors in these tyo categories are still :

istent with thg context of the sentence.v In fact hesitation and ,A.\F '\‘

[}

-__epetitibn ‘errors show that a child is able +o resolve a problem without

4

altering the text, although he may have some initial difficuIty. f j';_ A.,,.f
.)

When the data were analyzed by percent of errors in‘the different

s, | :

categories, onlygone S1gnificant correlation was found, a negative RIS

. relationship between self—corrections and omissions (rho=— 45,_p<: 05)

K

A

This result shows that‘children who corrected a\high percent of their own
'errors_rarely madenqmissions, and vice ve;sa. Children who had the ability’ B

/ - . | "‘, . “- : , ‘ R ~,"7.,j\" o

o R o R AR
Q e R S . 1“ . : . N
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. nw&k self»correctiona apparently made consistent use of' thiS Strategy

o

f » —while childyen who possessed this ability ‘to'a lesser extent tended Bimply to.

o " . gl . ok
Oﬂiﬁ many WOIdS in,fhe text., 537 o ; ' - s
' ! LY ? ' ; ] -

I In summary, examination of signfficant °°rfelations among categorjes

.
e .

) revealed'three Patterns of>error8.- The firSt<Pattern'reflected a Strategy
-,
centered on the use of vidual—phondc 1nformation, while the second one centered

12
)

on the use °f cOntext: cues. Finally, the on1y significant negative COrrela-
tion showed that children were cOnsistent in uSing either a strategy of self-

correctipn or’ Omission, but notfboth. S "f .' .

.t

Differences LweeAgood anuoor readers | A

) .f_' The subjects were divided into two’E?Eﬁps, according to WhEther-their‘

< L . ,

total score 6n - the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, Primary B, feil abOve ox below
themean for the .group (X=43 60, 6 23, the range yas from the 3. 9 to the 1 3

elevel in Vocabulary, from the 4 3 to the 1 5 1eVe1 in comprehenSiOﬁ) ’The eight

!
s

children whose Scores were above the mean were grouped together as gOod"

.

: readerS, while the seven whose scores were below the mean made up thg poor",

-

readers. The data were then analyzed to determine whegher the good and pook

readers as groupg. differed in _percent of errors made in the nine catEgories,.:

“'1Because of th .small size of the sample, b°th Parametric (independent t- test)
:and nonpara ric tests (Mann-Whitney 0) wgre uséd, Significant differences
;ere revealed in the percent of errors madé by 8ood and poor readers ip the
categories liSted in Table 2.~

' The resultsg indicate differences in the reading strategieB favored by’

(_ good and p00r readers . Poor readers tendeg to rely on visual—PhoniC-informaé'
'tion, as seen in their significantly higher Percentage of partial identity
'nonmeaningful Substitutions (t—'2 44 p< . 05) They differed from good readers
even more in Percent of omissions (t=-2.87, Ef< 02), often shOWing a lack of any

,effective_strategy; The most gignificanc difference between the two groups was in

; . I N ‘{ ’” , 13
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'_ Table 2 _ .
B v T .4
Comparison«bf Errors Made by Good -and Poor Readers

4

' .. Good Readers' Poor Readersl. .E_ ‘.g
Cat egory of Error. Mean Percent Mean Percent (d£=13) P (nfﬂ,n2=8)v.2’

 Partial- identity

. nonmeaningful ' ’ . L :
~substitutiong 15.20 - 26.42 - 2,44 _+05: "9 .014
‘Repetitions - | 19.03 - : 10.96;? .\\ ———— - 13 .047
‘Omissions ffﬁ:» . 10.61 2097 . —2.87- .02 8 | .010

. Self-corrections" 23,12 9.92° " 3.99 ';oié 5 .003 _

s

. _perCent’of errors self—corrected J(£=3. él'lpf: 01) Good readers frequently

- orrected their own errors, ‘but poor readers rare1y did so., Good readers
‘also made significantly more repet‘ﬂions (U 13, pg( 047) Repetition errors

apparently mark places in the text where good readers experience momentary

bk_difficulty, which they quickly resolve.

.

The data were further analyzed to determine whether good and poor readers,
as previously defined, could “be discriminated.by looking at percentages of

| errors made in the nine categories. ‘For this puigose the children were divided

' into high and Tow groups for each category, determined by whether they had .

- a higher or,lower percentage of errors than’ the group mean for that category
A
The total Gates scores of the subjects in ‘the resulting groups were then

compared to see if there was a significant relationship between children

.

/high or low in specific error categorgis and children high or low in level

« of reading achievement, Categories in which significant differences were
found are shown in Table 3. . o f"' ‘ _ t o - -

The process evidently works in reverse as wel , because good'readers
y

J/ can be discriminated from paor readers by looking at the percent of oral
" C
'reading errors made in the three categories below° partial identity nonmean-

. ingful substitutions,»omissions, and self—corrections.

S 14




Table 3 |

~ Category of Brrors Discrim’inéting Between Good and Poor Readers

Gro’up' High Group ~ Low Group ;" t

~ Partlal Lty
- nomesatngful
supstitutions - 20.67

 Onfsstons. 19,65

,Self-C(;rrections' 16,97

'

i '

| . _'*two-ltailed |

Categog»uv.‘., enh  Meand . Mem] I(df=13) gl op

¥

38,00

i
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: cant difference (£=6.91, 2< od1)

found by combining the two kind

N ; - : K . . . .o
- : . - . l

Use of context aﬁd visual phonic cues - ) e
‘\‘ ™~y
s ¢ .

Categori s were combined to determinﬁ“the,percent of total errors wh1ch

"showed use o context, or .were consistent with\the context of the sentence.

/ @ .
Errors in/the following categories fit this criterion. m;aningfulvsubstitu—

[l

‘tions, iptrusions, partial identity meaningful substitutions,.self-corrections,, 1

(.

re#%tiyions and hesitations. When errors‘in these categorles were grouped

togepher, they accounted for 45.13% of all errors made. Good readers, as .’

«

preﬁigusly defined, showed-use of context in 71 524 of. their errors, while '
N s

ppor readers. used context in only 37 58% of their errors,. a highly sign1fi—

Percent of total errors.dSowiqg usé of visual-phonic information was

of partial identify errors, This showed that .
the children,used visual—phonic information in 38 19/ of thei: errFrs, with :
17.82% of goodvreaders .errors/and 32.4l£”of thevpoor readers/‘errors Qccurrlng
in‘the partial identit; categories. Again the difgerenceihetween the two.
groups is significant (t=-2. 723.2‘: 02). o - @ .

. 'i . »‘~« "7‘.

Th1s percent of- total errors showing use of context 45, 134, is f T

extremely low when compared to the findings of Clay (1968) and Weber (1970)

Clay reported that 72% of all subst{itutions made by“her sample of New

‘Zealand first graders were grammatically-acceptable.‘ Weber compared the oral

"-‘reading errors of children at different levels/of reading achievement in two

\

/

/

h’first grade classes in terms of use of&preceding verbal context.’ In the first

AR
class the high group showed use of context\in 92 31% of their™ errors, the

> }

. low group in 88 91% of their errors. in Qhe second class the percentages .‘;.ﬁ

n

were:' highrgroup, 87. 54, middle group, 87 OA, and 1ow group, 89. 44.

Even given some differences in the way errors were coded and data

¢

analyzed in\these;two,studies and the;present one, thé,KEEP children, a

.
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.»yé%r:or more older than‘subjects in the Clay and wefer studies, almost

certainlyvshow much less reliapce on contextual cues.. In contrast the

percent of errors showing use of visual—phonic information, 38 194, is
comparable to the 414 figure repeorted by Clay (1968) 1 Thelmain difference

"in reading skills between the KEEP students and ‘the subJects in these other'
studies appears.to lie in proficiency in using_context. Exactly why thg
. o . . - - . . [ ) b K
n N . R . ' .\' .
3,. KEEP students appear to b& so much less skilled in this respect is‘not .
) . S . _ ) ;

clear. Although one aajor’factor is that their reading curriculum was one’

' Juwhich emphasized decoding skills, the two classes studied by Weber also _ /

. o. ; <«
used curricula which covered many such skills.; - ; 7 _
' -‘Iypes of errors and teaching mplications v o~ P L

T e

Table 4'showsthe“mean number- of errors in each.category,.across all -

B
(Y

) subjects.. The first five ‘types of errors-—omiss1ons, partial 1dentity .

9 .

nonmeaningful substitutions, partial identity meaningful subStitutions,

repe tit ion s, self-corrections--occurred with much greater frequency than .

T

errors in the last four categories. e e
. - . ‘ .
" The mean percent of errors in each category for all subJects is listed
.in Table 5.' The figures were-def¥ived by summing.the errors in each .category
' ' ' L - s - ' . o \'~ ‘ -S4

» ) : R : s

for individuals across the ten readings scored, and then finding the percent
. of‘total errors by that.subject accounted for by.errors in ‘each category. Y
, |

v Percentages for all subjects were then grouped and mean percentage f1gures

- ! * J“v:j
computed. Once again, the ‘same five types{oﬁ errors predpmlnate, although
not inexactly the same order as when data were analyzed before conversion ..

> - . .

-

1Clay s criteria for. glass1fying errors in this area were much broader than ¢

‘" those'tused in this study. The partial. 1dentity categories *used here 1ncluded
f only errord which began with the same letter as the word im ghe test sentence, .

while Clay's criteria included errors with .the same- beﬁinnlng, ending, or ’

medial letters as the word in the text, as well as errors in which the word, -

in the text was reversed, or in which- the first letter of the error was

the same as the last letter of the word in the text..

\)‘ . ,' . v v"’- . : . < . L . . b




R \( ﬁ Table 4},.\ N /

A Mean thber of Errdrs by Gdtegoty

\

0m1ssion s o B o ‘;.f" 37.47‘
Partial Identity Nonmeanlngful ) 32.27-
Partial Identit%QMeaningful . 2100

S ,. \Repetition \..,,¥ o 1947

S_elf,-Corre'c'ti_onA a,'/f i 18.47
1ﬁ02meaniﬁgfu1ﬂSubs:itutiOn ; ‘_f A6g80
Méaningful_Supstitut%pnA . }.ﬁ"-.'é;47
- Hesit‘:ation o K ';_"A . 1.\()7“‘T )
\ Intrﬁion R - ;0.-47,, |
L Nels oL SN -
. Table 's | C.~m» o
Ly, . o _ -

_ Méan'Percent of Errors by Category

h Partial Identity Nonmean1ngfu1 ) ZQl%Z
Omission . o 'l‘ ' ‘:- s 19.65
o Self Correction 'ff?j‘f. A; 16.97
: Partial Identlty Meaningful ‘f"“ 16;19
Repeci_cion~ s R i 15.23
Nonﬁeé#%ﬁéf 1 Substitution . 3.94
Héaningfu1‘Substitutitn : | “Zt. 2.18
_Hesitation -, K 2.04
Intrusion _ .. ;0.79>
N=15 g “

19

>

C e
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The data in Tbbles 4 and 5 show a pre ominance of omiss o
f'identity nanmeaningful substitutions,‘par ial ident1ty mean1n fuls Substitu— I
I .

\

: - L \ -
_Overall this group of children would probably benefit 1% more time were“_

” . L q} 4 .
devoted to teaching-them to use ‘context cues more effectively., Most’ - Y '

o

sundersgand how to use visual—phonic information but in contrast have little
"y I ~ & P
skill in using bonéext. Once this cohtextstrategy iy strengthened through
J
instructiom, more essing of words using both context and visual—phonic R

Y

\ cues could be encouraged thus reducing the number of‘omissions, This R

. - {
- combination of strategies approach has been advocated by Smigﬁfil973) e !
: I R

* - The prevalence of repetitions and’ self—corrections can be interpreted

Rt

as aifavorable's:ign.‘ Both show that the child might have been experiencing

N some difficulty with the \text, but ended in making only a minor erron;‘r
S AN -
' since the mistake would i no. way hav@ changed the meaning of the written text

gConclusion ‘f\$gz< . ; . ’

An ana1ysis of 3 al r'eading errors’of a sample of part-Hawaiian second

graders revealed cohs{sten patterns of - errors, as well as differences in

o

the strategies used bd good and poor readers. In general the rEBU1ts‘£onfirmed
. the findings of<other investigators (Fairbanks,01937- Swan'son, 19373 weber,

1970;. ‘and Cohen, 1975) that good readers were more skilled in ‘the use of
’cdntext. Cohen 8 (1975) finding that poor readers relied on,letter cues,
. |

- ratherhthan.cohtext, wWas also supported. In additibn good readers corrected

a

" a significantly highe:vpercentage of errors than did ﬁoor}keaders, as>ﬁFported

by Clay (196 1969)._ However, differences'in percentqoflerrors showing use

-‘“‘*‘o‘ S
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‘>of‘¢onCe$t made by;thgﬁsubjects,of this s}udy‘énd those in the Clay and. .
. C o o L L L _ o
Weber studies were apparent. Finally, the information provided by éhe .

N : ) ‘.'o. LI L
~oral readingverrorignalysis led to suggestions for improving the children's

- 'program of reading instfuction. - .
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